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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title; if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 24-46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tantry et al. in view of DeLorme et al. 

Tantry et al. shows all of the limitations of the claims except for specifying the 
use of XML dotted notation and automatically generating a mapping table. 

Tantry et al. shows, figure 6, an object-oriented architecture for factory floor 
management (supply chain network). There are multiple barcode readers (DSE), which 
are linked to communication managers (adapters). The combination of the two is a 
(SDA). Standard TCP/IP protocol is used (Universal Protocol). Database 66 is the data 
center. Application servers are the site servers and event handlers. Callback routines 
map user interactions from the X-server (X-events) to specific Application Engine 
functionality. Thus, Application Engines bridge the user interface widget library 
(description documents) with the factory services/factory object library. 

The examiner takes Official Notice that the use of XML and dotted notation are 
old and well known and that it would be obvious to use them in order to take advantage 
of standardized methods. 
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Based on the discussion above, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify the Tantry et al. system to 
use XML and dotted notation in order to take advantage of standardized methods. 

DeLorme et al. teaches, figure 10, a computer aided map location system (the 
examiner notes to avoid confusion that even though the DeLorme et al. invention is 
drawn to geography maps, it also uses data mapping). The system's event handler 
(column 26, lines 31-43) uses a mapping data subsystem 210 (generating mapping 
automatically) and a mapping display subsystem 213 (the resultant table from the 
automatic mapping) in order to organize data inputs into a more usable format. 

Based on the teaching of DeLorme et al., it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to modify the application 
servers (event handlers) of the Tantry et al. system to incorporate mapping data 
subsystem 210 and a mapping display subsystem 213 of DeLorme et al. in order to 
organize data inputs into a more usable format. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/29/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant asserts that the examiner has not delineated the parts of the reference 
that apply to each individual claim. The examiner has complied with 37 CFR 1 .104 
(c)(2). The considers collecting specification information, gathering documents, creating 
documents, and executing an event handler clearly apparent even just from the abstract 
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of the prior art. The examiner has mapped out the structural comparisons between the 
prior art's language and the claim language. In light of this interpretation and reading of 
the prior art, the pertinence of the prior art is apparent. 

Applicatn asserts that the examiner does not discuss "a plurality of types of 
automated data source equipment". Due to the parallel nature of figure 6, the examiner 
thought that it was apparent that the x-term window 50 corresponded with the barcode 
device 57 as a second type of DSE. See column 9, lines 63-66, for how the electronic 
or automatic inputs of each are used in the system. 

Applicant asserts that their "data center" is "a data processing system", which a 
database would not read upon. The examiner does not concur. As evidence, the 
examiner has provided a computer dictionary definition of a database. A database is a 
file composed of records, each containing fields together with a set of operations for 
searching, sorting, recombining and other functions. This meets the metes and bounds 
of a data processing system and/or a data center. 

Applicant asserts that DeLorme does not disclose automatic generation of a 
mapping table ... in response to an event". The examiner does not concur. The bottom 
of figure 1 1 clearly shows "await next 'EVENT'", step 431 , which indicates that the 
process is in response to an event. Column 26, lines 40-41, teaches "figure 10 and 
tables I, II, and III deal with mapping data subsystems 210 operations. See the routines 
in the tables. Almost all of the routines start off with an array (or table) of routines 
(mappings of data). 
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Applicant asserts that there is no motivation to combine the references. The 
examiner does not concur. Both references solve the same problem of processing input 
with stored data and provide useful information to the user. The use of a better 
organizational input system would have been obvious. 

Pages 10-17 of the arguments reiterate similar arguments. 

Suggestion 

The examiner understands the difference between the invention and the prior art. 
The problem is that the claims are broad enough to allow proper application of the prior 
art. One possible way to overcome the current rejection could be to introduce the 
Description Document in the independent claim and link it to the generation of the 
mapping table, as supported by page 33 of applicant's specification. For example, 
claims 24 and 26 could read like: 
(see next page) 
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24. (Previously Presented) A system in a supply chain network, the system 
comprising: 

one or more site data appliances comprising one or more types of data source 
equipment, the one or more site data appliances configured to use a 
protocol to collect specification information, including event information, 
from the one or more types of data source equipment; 

one or more site servers coupled to one or more site data appliances configured 
to gather the specification information from the one or more site data, 
appliances, 

to generate a Description Document, comprising the specification 
information of the one or more types of data source eguipment ; and 
a data center coupled to the one or more site servers configured to automatically 
generate a mapping table, base on the Description Document information , 
which maps the event information of the one or more site data 
appliances, to event handlers for execution in response to an event. 

26. (Previously Presented) The system of claim 24, wherein the one or more site 
servers [generate a Description Document, comprising the specification information of 
the one or more types of data source equipment using] use extensible markup language 
(XML). 



Conclusion 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Cuff whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6778. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 to 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ryan Zeender can be reached on (571) 272-6790. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Michael Cuff 
April 10, 2007 
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